Another kind of interaction that pervades through all the plays '
is the conflict between the suave and the rude. William Archer
blamed Shaw for filling his plays with quarrels. According to
him, quarrels were undramatic. Shaw refutes Archer by making
his quarrels excitingly dramatic. It is an exhilarating thing to
witness these clashes between the sauve, humorous, intelligent
and positive characters, and the angry, humourless and instinctive
negative characters. The positives have a sense of equality. The
negatives are snobs. When Tallboys towers over Meek, or Major
Swindon becomes the butt of Burgoyone's polished irony, we
hear the silvery laughter of the Comic Muse. The clashes between
Stephen and his father and Tarleton and the gunner, produce
the same kind of electricity.
We have examined the content of the Shavian drama. Now we
shall examine the theory that lay behind it. A dramatist does
not live in the vacuum. However original a playwright may be,
his plays are bound to embody the view of life of his epoch. In
the early Greek tragedy, prosperity was presented as bringing
about the ruin of men. Aeschylus in his Agamemmnon made a
break with this tradition. In this play, he showed that it is not
hubris, but always wickedness that brought about man's fall.
From that time onwards, the act, event or incident, which occurs
independent of character, was considered less dramatic and less
true to life than the event or incident which issues from the
characters of the persons in the drama and results in their weal
or woe. Men acting in character, as Aristotle theorized, forged
their happiness or misery. This was accepted as the proper
substance of drama. In the Romantic Drama of Shakespeare,
the same internality of action, or action proceeding from character,
is discernible. In the comedies, Shakespeare's heroines achieve
their goal of happiness by the adequacy of their characters to
meet all the eventualities and circumstances that surround them.
Conversely, in the Shakespearean tragedies the heroes go to their
doom, not on account of the a,nger of the Gods, but on account
of their tragic flaws, or the imbalances in their spiritual organisms
that unfit them to face the facts of their lives or the exigencies of
happy living.
But Aeschylus and Shakespeare lived in an age when sociological
analysis had not yet developed.   Today according to some socio-
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